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Marriage and the Court
SAN FRANCISCO’S ROLE IN THE DEBATE
Associate Professor of Law Kathleen Morris came to GGU in July 2012 after eight years at
the San Francisco City Attorney’s Office and four years in private practice. While working
for the city, she litigated the marriage-equality cases and approximately 100 additional cases.
In the following piece, she explores several fascinating constitutional questions regarding
marriage — sharing both her personal experience and her professional expertise.

By Kathleen Morris
GGU Associate Professor of Law
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married under California law regardless of whether the US Supreme Court
upholds Prop. 8.
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